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What would happen in this "house divided?" Without interstate investment and fl uid capital markets, people would experience reduced standards of living and rampant unemployment. The not-so-United States would sink overnight into global economic mediocrity. Those wishing to bring the U.S. economic juggernaut to its knees would realize their fondest dreams.
Tragically, much of the world faces exactly this plight today. More globalization, not reduced globalization, is needed to raise the world's standard of living. Global economic integration offers many opportunities, but to fulfi ll them liberals and democratic conservatives must unite to protect the liberal global economy against a gathering horde of enemies inside and outside the gates. Here, the word "liberal" is used in the societal sense of "free," that is, endowed with the free-market rights and opportunities that promote liberty.
The Global Opposition
Beginning in the 1990s, scores of loud, angry and sometimes-violent protesters have disrupted nearly every sizable meeting of heads of state or international business representatives. Some protesters from traditional economic interests, such as trade unions, are understandably interested in protecting domestic jobs. Others represent nongovernmental organizations pushing single-issue agendas in favor of consumer health or against runaway development, pollution or the exploitation of human rights in developing countries. These protesters refl ect anti-liberal attitudes akin to the twentieth century scrap heap of nationalism and totalitarianism. They evince a thirst for the comforts of community and nostalgic stability over the harnessed power of individuals striving for "I learned that enlightenment ideals of freedom, democratic government and disinterested search for truth were infinitely precious and frighteningly fragile." "I discovered, too, that these ideals had many enemies, some open and some covert. Worst among them were those intellectuals who benefi t from the freedom only liberal democracies provide, while doing everything they can to undermine it." self-betterment. They prefer regulation, protectionism and supposed state benefi cence over harsh, cold marketplace realities.
The members of the anti-globalization movement agree only on what they are against. Many see Western or American capitalism as an oppressive force that systematically impoverishes the less fortunate. They oppose international business interests and charge that globalization:
• Destroys the ability of countries to control and regulate their own economies.
• Undermines democracy.
• Destroys the livelihood of farmers.
• Prevents the poor from obtaining needed medicines.
• Lowers real wages and causes rampant economic insecurity.
• Destroys the environment.
• Incites nations to reduce regulatory standards and lower taxes and wages.
• Allows global markets to generate a series of economic crises, the costs of which are disproportionately paid by disadvantaged countries.
• Pushes greed to the status of the primary motivator of all human behavior.
• Devours humanity's legacy of diverse cultures.
Liberal Globalization and September 11
Those who oppose globalization see it as an irresistible force sweeping aside democraticallyelected governments. They say it corrupts all it touches, from democratic processes to indigenous cultures to the environment, a malign force motivated by greed. You can even view the tragedy of September 11, 2001, as an assault on liberal globalization, instead of seeing it narrowly, solely as a terrorist attack stemming from an aggressive interpretation of Islamic fundamentalism. The September 11 attacks were aimed at the U.S., the leader of globalization, and their immediate effect was a severe restriction of the normal fl ow of passenger traffi c worldwide. Clearly, those who backed the attacks want the world to return to an existence more akin to the eighth century than the twenty-fi rst.
David Henderson, former chief economist of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, defi nes globalization as the free movement of goods, services, labor and capital in a way that creates a market so integrated that, economically speaking, there are no foreigners. A related defi nition comes from the Cato Institute's Brink Lindsey. In his book, Against the Dead Hand, Lindsey defi nes globalization three ways:
• Economic -In terms of increased integration of markets that transcends political boundaries.
• Geopolitical -In terms of eliminating government-imposed trade and economic barriers that otherwise limit the free international fl ow of economic resources.
• Political -In terms of the global spread of policies that encourage countries' market orientation, both internally and externally.
Lindsey contends that economic globalization proceeds from geopolitical globalization, which itself proceeds from the political shift toward a market orientation. The forces driving globalization include the evolution of technology and policy changes impelled by cheaper transportation, improved logistics, better communication and more reliance on market forces.
Arguments for Liberal Market Economy
The worth of the individual is the underpinning of a free society. The individual is not above, or separate from, society, but embedded within it. Humans are social animals, but in a free society, their social engagement is voluntary, not imposed. In the seventeenth century, John Locke argued that the individual's right to own and use property freely, subject to law-governed restraints, was essential to liberty. In this sense, a liberal society automatically becomes a commercial one. Because markets are continually in fl ux, liberal societies require embracing perpetual disruption and change, as individuals take advantage of economic opportunities, and thus change the world.
One might have been fond of the world prior to the mass production of the internal combustion engine, but Henry Ford saw an opportunity, had the wit and energy to exploit it, and lived in a society that allowed him to do so. As a result, he changed pastoral life forever. With the toot of a horn and the revving of an engine, progress was unalterably on its way. Those who despise liberal change do so because, by its very nature, it alters the status quo.
A strong, benevolent state is essential to liberal democracy. Freedom requires that the state protect the individual, and that the individual be protected from the state. Ignoring this fact has tragic historic consequences, as exemplifi ed by the state excesses seen in the late Soviet Union.
The Critics' Arguments
Overwhelming reasons exist for allowing markets to cross borders, as they want to do. Today, however, the degree of international economic integration remains limited. Too many people live outside of the world's global economic system, and even high-income countries continue to protect labor and agricultural industries. Critics of globalization tend to exaggerate its adoption; in reality, it remains remarkably constrained. In fact, the world needs a lot more of globalization, not less.
Arguments against the globalization of markets include charges that it has increased inequality among nations. Not so, says the World Bank's 2002 analysis of globalization. The report lists 73 developing countries, including 49 countries that are not globalizing and 24 that are, as shown by their strong increases in trade-to-GDP ratios since 1980. Those 24 countries' economies grew at a rate of 2.9% in the 1970s, which increased to 5% in the 1990s. While they have diverse economic resources, educational levels and so forth, each country prospered by increasing integration with the global economy. Those who participate in a global network do better than those who, due to high tariffs and other practices, do not. be because successful countries are becoming more successful and because the proportion of the world's population living in the poorest countries is steadily declining. Thirty years ago, China and India were among the world's poorest countries. Today, Sierra Leone appears to be the poorest country. Is it reasonable to treat poverty among Sierra Leone's fi ve million residents as equivalent to that of all of China and India? Due to the rise of the Asian giants, the absolute number of the world's people living in extreme poverty has probably fallen, as has the proportion of people suffering extreme poverty. The absolute gap between the richest and poorest will inevitably increase -given the smallest countries' baselines, yet the quality of life is improving for most of the world's people.
A Brighter Tomorrow?
For globalization to become more successful, participants should heed the "10 commandments of globalization:"
